ED 049 714

AUTHOR
TITILE

INSIITUIICN
REEEQET NO
PUB DATE
NOTE

EDES ERICE
DESCRIPTORS
ICENTIFI®ERS

ABSTRACT

DCCUMENT RESUME
HE 002 174

LiCesare, Anthony C.; And Cthers

Hon-Intellectual Correlates of Black Student
Attrition.

Maryland Univ., College Fark. Culturai Study Center.
ER=-4-~7C

70

T4pa

EDKS Price MF-30.65 EC-$3.29

College Students, *Cropouts, *Higher Educaticn,
*Negro Students, Schccl Holding Power, Selt Concept,
*Student Attitudes, *Student Characteristics
Colleqge Park, *Maryland University

Black undergraduates at the University of Maryland,

College Park who registered for the fall 1969 term, but not for the
spring 1970 term were compared with Blacks who registered for both
terms on 29 dercgrephic and attitudinal items from the University

Student Ceasus.

Thirteen percent of the Blacks ware non-reoturnees,

compared to 1% percent c¢f all undergraduates. The results indicated

that the Blacks who returned to their studies at the University have
more self-confidence and higher exrectaticns, feel more strongly that
the Universiiy, and are more likely to live on campus and make use of
its facilities than do ncn-returning Blacks. In other words, it is
likely that the Blacks who stay in school have a strong self-ccncept
and take a mcre realistic lcck at the University and adapt to it to
achieve their cwn goals. (Author/AF)
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SUMMARY

Black undergraduates at the University of Maryland, College Park who
registered for the fall 1969 term and who did not register for the spring
1970 term were compared with Blacks who did register for both terms on 29
demographic and attitudinal items from the University Student Census (USC).
Thirteen percent of the Blacks were non-returnees, compared to 15% of all
undergraduates. Results indicated that the Blacks who return to their studies
at the Uni'ersity have more self confidence and higher expectations (Tables
t and 5), feel more strongly that the University should influence social con=
ditions (item 34, page 5), see more racism at the University (Table 3) and
are more likely to live on campus and make use of its facilities (Table 2
and item 42, page 5), fhan do non=returning Blacks.

In other words, it could be that the Blacks who stay in school have a
strong self concepf and take a more realistic look at the University and
adapt to it to achieve their own goals.. The importance of such variables

has been noted by several other writers.
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Despite the publicity and the apparent interest of the predominantly
white universities in enrolling Black students, very few Blacks are enter-
ing these schools. In the fall of 1969 the median percent of Black freshmen
in large, predominantly white institutions nationally was 3% (Sedlacek and
Brooks, 1970). Given that there are few Blacks in attendance at such schools,
what variables are related to Blacks staying in these institutions? Evidence
is virtually unavailable on this point. Generally there is a shortage of data
available on variables associated with the success or failure of Black students.

Katz (1969, p. 23) summarized it as foliows: 'Psychc!cgists have contributed
little to the understanding of the motivational problems of disadvantaged
students. Scientific knowledge has barely advanced beyond the conventional
wisdom of the teachers' loungs. In a sense, so few good data are available
that virtually any competent foray into the area is bound to be fruitful."
It is the purpose of this study to provide some data in this area.

The prediction of collegiate performance and attrition of students in
general has been the subject of extensive research in the past. Despite
this fact, it has been observed (Travers, 1949, and Stein, 1963) that there
has been little increase in the effectiveness of prediction since 1940. To
meet this need for more predictive effectiveness, the direction of research
has moved into the area of socioeconomic and noninte]lectual variables as
predictors of collegiate performarice and attrition (Summerskill, 1962; Stein,
1963; Atkinson, 1964; Katz, 1964; Pettigrew, 1964; Pervin, Reik, and Dalrymple,
1966; Cope, 1968; ‘and Reed, 1968).

The present study developed from an interest in relating some of these

non-intellectual and socioeconomic factors to Black student attrition. For



purposes of this study, ''returnees' will be defined as those Black students
at the University of Maryland (College Park) who registered for both the Fall
1969 and Spring 1970 semester. ‘‘Non-returnees'' are those Biack students who
registered for the Fall 1969 semester but not for the Spring 1970 semester at
the University (excluding graduates in Januarv, 1970).

Specifically, the purpose of this study is to explore the ways, if any,
in which Black returning students are different from those not returning, on

demographic and attitudinal variables,

Method

Data for this study were collected from the University Studant Census®*
(USC) that was administered to nearly all full-time undergraduate students (9
credits or more) registering for the Fall 1969 semester. The sample used in
this research was limited to all full-time Black undergraduate students who
registered for the 1969-70 fall and Spring semesters, and who completed the USC.
The sample consisted of 500 Black students from a total of 582 Black under-
graduates . Of the 82 students not included in the study, it is estimated that
about 80 percent registered late and therefore did not take fhe UsC. The
research sample of 500 was divided into five student status groups: (1) New
freshmen; (2) New transfer students; (3) Transfer students in an earlier
semester; (4) Started as a new freshman at Coliege Park in an earlier semester;
and (5) An "other'' category. A percentage breakdown on these five categories-
of student status by sex is given in Table 1.

Differences among groups on the first twenty-nine USC items were deter-

mined using chi-square. On the last 17 USC questions, the subjects were asked

* Available from the writers on request.
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to indicate the extent to which they agreed with certain statements on a
five point scale and t-tests were employed to determine significance.
Comparisons were made of returnees and non-returnees by total group and within

sex.

Results

A significant chi-square (.05 level) was found on only four of the first
twenty-nine USC questions (see Tables 2 through 5). With the exception of
these four questions, .a great deal of similarity existed between returnees
and non-returnees.

The first USC item of significance was number 4: the amount of impact
tne Student Course Guide* had upon the student's course selection. There was
a significant difference found at the .05 level when all returnees were com-
pared to all non-returnees and when female returnzes were compared to female
non-returnees (see Table 2}. The greatest difference indicatediin Table 2
is that while oniy 19% of the returning students declared the Student Course
Guide had no impact upon their course selection, 34% of all non-returnees
felt it had no impact. Although results were not significant, differences
between male returnees and non-returnees were similar to those-for the first
two comparisons (i.e., for the no impact reponse, 18% of male returnees as
opposed to 31% of the male non-returnees).

USC item 10, which asks the student why he feele there are few Black
students at the University of Maryland, had a significant chi-square beyond
the .05 level for all returnees vs. all non-returnees (see Table 3). Returnees
felt more (67%) that racism was the reason Blacks did not attend the University

% The Student Course Guide is an evaluation of courses and instructors
prepared by students.
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compared to 47% of the non-returnees.

A significant difference beyond the .05 level was found on item 16 for
the female returnees versus non-returnees (see Table &4). This item asks the
student how much education he expects to get in his lifetime. The possible
responses were combined to give results indicating: college but less than a
bachelor's degree; a BA or equivalent; or one Ar more years of graduate work.
In percentage terms, the most striking difference between female returnees and
non-returnees was that 56% of the non-returnees expected to get a BA or less,
and only 32% of the returnees wade this response . 1n addition, while 35% of
the female non-returnees indicated that they expected toc complete one or more
years of graduate school, 62% of the female returnees made this response.

The chi=-square on USC item 21 showed a significant diffarence beyond .05
for all returnees versus all non-returnees; and for female returnees versus
female non-ieturnees (see Table 5). This item is concerned with the most likely
reason for the student's ieaving before earning a deqgree. Thelmost notabt e
response difference was to the option 'Absolutely certain | will obtain a
degree;" 23% of all returning students (as opposed to 9% of all non-returning)
gave this reply. Nineteen percent of the Temale returnees said they were
absolutely certain of obtaining a degree;'while onlty 5% of thé female non-
returnees made this choice.

On item 23 of the USC, the respondent is asked where he will live during
that semester. Of the possible answers, 49% of the female returnees indicatad
that they would be living in-a University residence hall, compared to 26% of
the feméle non-returnees.

None of the comparisons between male returnees and male non-returnees

on any of the first 29 USC items was significant.



The results of t-tests for all groups tested on the final seventeen
items were in general not significant. However, four comparisons out of
the total were significant bevond the .05 level. Item 34, which states
that the University should use its influence to improve social conditions
in the State, was found to be significant beyoﬁd the .05 level for all three
group combinations. In each case, returnees were more In agreement with the
statement than non-returnees. For item 42, the data suggest that female return-
ees felt more strongly than female non-returnees that many facilities and

opportunities exist on campus for individual creative activities (.05 level).

Discussion

It was hypothesized that significant differences would bz found between
returning and non=returning Black students on a number of demographic and
attitudinal variables. Generally returnees and non-returnees appeared similar
on the variables examined in this study. However, there were some interesting
differences between the two gioups.

The picture which emerges is that the Blacks who returned to their
studies at the University have more self confidence and higher expectations
(Tables 4 & 5), feel more strongly that the University should influence social
conditions (item 34, page 5), see more racism at the University (Table 3) and
are more likely to live on campus and make use of its facilities (Table 2, and
item 42, page 5) than do non-retu . ng Blacks.

In other words, it could be that the Blacks who stay in school have a
strong self concept and take a more realistic look at the University and adapt
to it to achieve their own goals. The importance of such variables has been

noticed by several other writers. Pfeifer and Sedlacek (1970) found that



self concept was an important variable in the success of Black students at
the University of Maryland using grades as a criterion. Epps (1969) and
Gurin, Lao and Beattie (1969) found that successful Black students tended to
have high aspirations and feel that they had control over their lives.

The attrition figures for Blacks in this study {(non-returnees, Spring
semester) were 13% overall (10% males and 16% females). These figures com-
pare with about 15%* for all College Park undergraduates in 1969 (non-return-
ees, Spring semester).

Several potential Timitations of the study should be noted. Of course,
the sample was drawn from a single univeisity and only one definition of
attrition was used. It may be that the results would be different in other
samples or with different definitionsAof attrition (e.g. students leaving
after a year or more, or those with low grades). However, students who leave
in midyear may be an important group to examine; they may be more likely to have
problems in adjusting to the University (e.g. expecting less racism than they
found) and it may be possible to help or work with such students or, even
better, to eliminate racism at the University.

Another methodological point is that the number of comparisons made
increases the chances of a Type 1 error. This was not considered a major
problem since the purpose of the study was to identify variables which de-
served further study. Thus this study should be replicated and further

refined.

* Source: Office of Institutional Research, University of Maryland.
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